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DETAILED ACTION 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 3, 8-10, 14, 15, 17, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Crockett (6,842,834) 

The applied reference has a common Assignee with the instant application. 
Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome 
either by a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in 
the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is thus not the 
invention "by another," or by an appropriate showing under 37 CFR 1.131. 

As per claim 1 , Crockett teaches: 

A method for initiating a data storage facility recovery process in a data 
processing system having a first peer data storage facility and a second peer data 
storage facility communicating with the first peer data storage facility by a 
communication link, the method comprising: 
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executing a first write operation to store data from a host computer to the first 
peer data storage facility; (Crockett column 6, line 65 - column 7, line 2) 

executing a second write operation to copy the stored data over the 
communication link (Crockett column 7, lines 8-10) from the first peer data storage 
facility to the second peer data storage facility; (Crockett column 7, lines 21-28) 

monitoring the data associated with the second write operation to determine if the 
data contains an error; (Crockett column 7, lines 16-20) 

instructing the first peer data storage facility to initiate a first error recovery 
operation on the first peer data storage facility upon detection of the error. (Crockett 
column 10, lines 44-48; ^synchronization is a form of error recovery.) 

As per claim 3, Crockett teaches: 

The method of claim 1 wherein the first error recovery operation comprises 
issuing a device specific control function causing a warmstart on the first peer data 
storage facility. (Crockett column 10, lines 44-48; ^synchronization is the same process 
as warm start error recovery.) 

As per claim 8, Crockett teaches: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising instructing the second peer data 
storage facility to initiate a second error recovery operation on the second peer data 
storage facility upon detection of the error (Crockett column 10, lines 28-32; 
resynchronization is a form of error recovery.) 
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As per claim 9, Crockett teaches: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising: 

instructing the second peer data storage facility to respond to the first peer data 
storage facility in association with the second write operation; (Crockett column 7, lines 
61-65; the volumes initialize with one another before reading and writing to one 
another.) 

monitoring the response to detect if the response indicates a problem with the 
second write operation; (Crockett column 7, lines 16-20) 

instructing the second peer data storage facility to initiate a second error 
recovery operation on the second peer data storage facility upon detection of the 
problem with the second write operation. (Crockett column 10, lines 28-32; 
resynchronization is a form of error recovery.) 

As per claims 10: 

Claim 10 is system claim corresponding to the method claim 1. Therefore, claim 
10 is rejected for the same rationale set forth in claim 1 . 

As per claim 14: 

Claim 14 is a system claim corresponding to the method claim 9. Therefore, 
claim 14 is rejected for the same rationale set forth in claim 9. 
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As per claims 15: 

Claim 15 is an article of manufacture claim corresponding to the method claim 1 . 
Therefore, claim 15 is rejected for the same rationale set forth in claim 1. 

As per claim 17: 

Claim 17 is an article of manufacture claim corresponding to the method claim 3. 
Therefore, claim 17 is rejected for the same rationale set forth in claim 3. 

Claims 19 and 20 respectively are article of manufacture claims corresponding to 
the method claims 8 and 9. Therefore, claims 19 and 20 are rejected for the same 
rationale set forth in claims 8 and 9. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 11, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Crockett (6,842,834) in view of Yanai (6,173,377). 

The applied reference has a common Assignee with the instant application. 
' Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art 

only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) might be overcome 
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by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in 
the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is thus not an 
invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed subject 
matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not claimed 
in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 CFR 
1.131; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1.130 stating that the application and 
reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1.321(c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

As per claim 2: 

Crockett does not explicitly disclose a device wherein instructing the first peer 
data storage facility by communication over a second communication link, separate 
from the first communication link. 

In column 9, lines 8-18; Yanai clearly discloses a system, which uses additional 
communication links when dealing with a failure occurs. It would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include the additional lines 
as taught by Yanai, in order to create a more failure resistant system. This would have 
been obvious because Yanai clearly teaches that the above process is better suited for 
better performance with a mirrored backup process. (Yanai column 2, lines 22-29) 
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Claim 1 1 is a system claim corresponding to the method claim 2. Therefore, 
claim 1 1 is rejected for the same rationale set forth in claim 2. 

Claim 16 is an article of manufacture claim corresponding to the method claim 2. 
Therefore, claim 16 is rejected for the same rationale set forth in claim 2. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Crockett 
(6,842,834) in view of Nelson (5,928,367). 

As per claim 4: 

Crockett fails to explicitly disclose a device which analyzes a running text log 
buffer associated with the second write operation to detect the trigger event. 

In column 3, lines 19-31; Nelson clearly discloses a system where a disk 
controllers (20 and 25) analyze each access looking for abnormalities, wherein in each 
controller buffers are present (figure 3). It would have been obvious to a person skilled 
in the art at the time of invention to include the running log as taught by Nelson in order 
to improve error detection and correction in the backup process. This would have been 
obvious because Nelson clearly teaches that the above process is better suited for a 
superior disk mirroring operation with reliable failover. (Nelson column 1, lines 45-49) 
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Claims 6, 7, 12, 13, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crockett (6,842,834) in view of Galipeau (6,308,283). 

As per claim 6: 

Crockett fails to explicitly disclose a method for directing the first peer data 
storage facility to store a first root cause data set upon instruction to initiate the first 
error recovery operation. 

In column 10, lines 35-39; Galipeau clearly discloses a system which maintains 
an error log, where when an error occurs during the backup process it is stored in the 
log for troubleshooting purposes. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to include the error log method as taught by 
Galipeau in order to create a better error record for error recovery purposes. This would 
have been obvious because Galipeau clearly teaches the above method is better suited 
for real time mirroring processes. (Galipeau column 1 , lines 63-67) 

As per claim 7: 

The method of claim 6 wherein the first root cause data set comprises: 
a record of the state of the first peer data storage facility at the time of 

determination of the error; (Galipeau column 10, lines 35-39) 

a continuous event log buffer. (Galipeau column 10, lines 35-39; an error log is a 

continuous event log buffer) 
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Claims 12 and 13 respectively are system claims corresponding to the method 
claims 6 and 7. Therefore, claims 12 and 13 are rejected for the same rationale set 
forth in claims 6 and 7. 

Claim 18 is an article of manufacture claim corresponding to the method claim 6. 
Therefore, claim 18 is rejected for the same rationale set forth in claim 6. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 5 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian J. Assessor whose telephone number is (571) 
272-0825. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571)272-3644. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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SCOTT BADERMAN 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



